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The meeting was callec to order at 3.10 p.m.

AGENDZ. ITEMS 39 AND 42 TO L5 (continued)

The CHAIRMAN: Ttre First Committee will continue its consideration of and

action upon draft resoluticns under the disarmament items. It is my intention to
deal first with draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.9, on the strengthening of guarantees
of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States. This draft resolution has

19 sponsors and was introdiced by the representative of Bulgaria at the
thirty-third meeting of the First Committee on 12 Wovember 1979. The sponsors of
the draft resolution are: Afghanistan, Angola, Bulgaria, Byelorussian Soviet
Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Ethiopia, German Democratic
Republic, Guinea, Hungary, Lao People's Democratic Republic, Liberia, Mali,
Mongolia, Nicaragua, Poland,, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet

Socialist Republics and Viet Nam.

Mr. DEYANQY_(Bulgaria): On behalf of the sponsors of draft resolution
A/C.1/34/1.9, I should like to submit an oral amendment to the eighth preambular
paragraph. The letter "A" after "resolution 33/72" should be deleted. The text
of the eighth preambular paragraph will then read:

"Recalling its resolution 33/72 of 1k December 1978".
The sponsors believe -—hat draft resolution A/C.1/3L4/L.9 as thus amended will

receive the full support o the Committee.

The CHAIRMAN: I shall now call upon those members who have asked to

speak in explanation of vo:e before the voting.

Mr. SIMARD (Canada) (interpretation from French): Before draft
resolutions A/C.1/34/L.3/Rev.2, A/C.1/34/L.9 and A/C.1/34/1L.35 are put to the
vote, I should like to explain my delegation’s votes on these texts, all of which
relate to the strengtheningz of guarantees of the security of non-nuclear-weapon
States against the use or :hreat of nuclear weapons. My delegation supports

draft resolution A/C.1/34/..3/Rev.2 because we are in agreement with the substance
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(Mr. Simard, Canada)

of that draft, which is expressed, in our opinion, in operative parasraph U4, which
recommends that the Committee on Disarmament conclude effective international
arrangements to assure ncn-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use
of nuclear weapons. It recommends that the Committee do this not only by taking
into account the conclusion of an international convention in this regard, but
also by "giving consideration to any other proposals designed to secure the same
objective’. We believe, as we have already stated, that at this stage we must

not prejudge the form effective international arrangements in this field should
take. All possible options must be examined bvefore reaching a decision, and we
mist btear in mind that the final objective can be reached only with the assistance
of nuclear-weapon States.

T shall not conceal the fact that we have some problems with certain passages
of the text submitted by Pakistan, specifically to the extent that it appears to
us to favour one solution among others. However, since on the other hand it
affords an opportunity to consider other solutions we feel that we are in a position
to support it.

As for the draft resclution submitted by Bulgaria, A/C.1/34/L.9, it does not
appear to us to consider any possibility other than that of the preparation of a
convention. Since we are not peréuaded, at least at this stage, that this
represents the only possible way to strengthen the guarantees of security of
non-nuclear-weapon States, and since the draft resglution does not provide for any
cther arrangements, we shall sbstain on this draft resolution.

It should be noted that the report of the Committee on Disarmament speaks of
the "urgent need to reach agreement on ... international arrangements’

(A/34/27, para. 49). The gquestion of an international convention, as also
mentioned therein, was the subject of wide discussions. However, it is emphasized
that consideration was given to other possibilities, such as a Ceneral Assembly
resolution, a Security Council resclution, various declarations, and so on. What
the Committee on Disarmament has approved as a recommendation for the coming year
is a continuance of "negotiations on ... international arrangements™ (igig.)

without limiting itself to any single option.
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(Mr. Simard, Canada)

Draft resolution A/C.L1/34/1..35, submitted by the United States, tends in this
direction. It reguests the Committee on Disarmament to continue its efforts in
this area, without excluding any possibility of strengthening the security
guarantees of non-nuclear-veapon States. It deals with that subject in a manner
that is entirely in conformity with our delegation's views and also proposes the
inclusion in the provisional agenda for the thirty-fifth session of this item,
which we should like to be worded: "Strengthening of the security of non-nuclear-
weapon States''. For all those reasons, we shall also support draft resolution
A/C.1/34/1.35.
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lr, FISHER (United States of America): Last year the General
Assenbly, during its thirty-third session, requested the Committee on
Disarmament to initiate work on the question of assurances by
nuclear-veapon-States to non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or
threat of use of nuclear weapons. In preparing its agenda the Committee
on Disarmament decided to include that item, and subsequently it formed an
ad hoc group to deal with it.

The United States participated fully in the deliberations which took
place on this issue in the Committee on Disarmament, and we found them
very useful. As can be seen from the report of that Committee, a number
of important aspects of this complex problem were discussed. A range of
proposals, suggestions and ideas were advanced and explored. The Committee
decided by consensus to continue this work during its next session.

The United States is of the opinion that the Ceneral
Assembly should encourage the Committee on Disarmament to continue the
serious work which it has begun on this issue and that we should avoid enything
that could complicate it. Ve should recognize that it is an issue that
involves vital security interests of both nuclear-weapon and ncn-nuclear-weapon
States and that these interests cannot be changed by exhortations. Ve
should recognize that the only way to arrive at a generally acceptable
solution is through patient considersation of the different appraisals
of the problem.

The United States firmly believes that such consideration cannot
be helped by draft resolutions that seek tc prejudge the further course
and even the outcome of the consideration of the problem in Geneva.

In particular, the United States does not believe that it is appropriate
for this General Assembly to impose one possible solution, particularly
that of a convention, to the exclusion of cthers,when we have agreed

in Geneva that all options for the handling of this most difficult problem
should be kept open. We think that the taking of such a decision by

this Committee would be a mistake.
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(Mr. Fisher. United States)

Now, unfortunately, the draft resolution with which we are dealing,
A/C.1/34/1.9, and its comranion, A/C.1/3L/L.3/Rev.2, would have precisely
such an effect.

In view of all these considerations, the United States delegation
will abstain on draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.9 and its corollary,
A/C.1/3k/L.3/Rev.2, and we would hope that there would be a recorded vote

on both these draft resolutions.

Vr. MULLOY (Ireland): On behalf of the delegation of Ireland,

I should like to explain our vote on draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.9 on
the strengthening of guarantees of the security of non-nuclear-wezyon
States, introduced by Bulgaria.

Support for a régime »f nuclear regponsibility and peaceful co-operation
in the exploitation of nuclear energy based on the Non-Proliferation Treaty
has been a central element in Ireland’s approach to international arms
control and disarmament. ‘e have always argued, and still strongly hold
the view, that States whic1 have formally rencunced the acquisition or
manufacture of nuclear weajsons have a right to expect that they should be
secure from the threat of the use of nuclear weapons against then.

Though not a participsnt in the Ccrmittee on Disarmement, we have
followed closely the initial consideration by the Committee on Disarmament
of “he negative security assurances issue and are avare that a number of
States have emphasized the need for an international convention in this
area., Ve are naturally sensitive to the concerns of those non-nuclear-weapon
States which have argued that this approach should be given fullest examination.
Ve are also inevitably simpathetic to those States already party to the
Hen-Proliferaticn Treaty that have argued within the Committee on Disarmament
or in the General Assembly that other alternatives should be explored,

which would involve no new formal commitment on their part.
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(Mr, "ulloy, Ireland)

The possibility of a Security Council resolution has been advanced
in this connexion as a means of harmonizing the unilateral statements or
assurances already given by the nuclear-weapon States and as a way of
meeting the legitimate expectations of all parties to the Non-Proliferation
Treaty. An approach such as this also deserves full consideration, in our
view. We therefore believe that it is as yet too sarly to drav any firm
conclusions from the first round of Committee on Disarmament
discussion of negative security assurances and that all possibilities
should remain open for further analysis and review.

In draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.9 the position is taken basically that
the task of the Committee on Disarmament now, after the first round
of discussion has been concluded, is to proceed to the elaboraticn of
an international convention. Ihe essential conclusion is that no
alternative to a convention would seem to exist and that the case for
other possible arrangements, once advanced, need not be examined further.
This does not seem, in our view, to be a balanced or adegquate
representation of Committee on Disarmament discussion, which has teen,
for the most part, a first attempt to deal with all the issues involved.

Therefore, while appreciating the concerns of those vho believe
strongly in a convention, we see no point in closing the door on
other options or in giving priority to the convention solution only.
Accordingly, because of the emphasis and thrust of draft resolution
A/C.1/34/L.9, we consider that Ireland has no alternative but to

abstain in the vote on that draft resolution.

Mr. RAJAKOSKI (Finland): The delegation of Finland is going to

vote in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/34/1..9, concerning the strengthening
of guarantees of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States.

The Committee also has before it two other draft resolutions,
A/C.1/34/L.3/Rev.2 and A/C.1/34/1L.35, which deal with the question of the
security of non-nuclear-weapon States. My delegation will also support

those two draft resolutions.
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(Mr. Rajakoski, Finland)

In the Final Document of the tenth special session nuclear-weapon
Steates are urged:

... to pursue efforts to conclude, as appropriate, effective
arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use

or threat of use of nuclear weapons". (resolution A/S-10/2, para

. 59)

My delegation recognizes that the strengthening of the security of
non-nuclear-weapon States 1s an important issue for all countries:
nuclear and non-nuclear, reutral and allied, large and small. It is
intimately connected with many crucial questions of international
security and disarmament. Therefore the issue should be seen in a

wide context, and several approaches should be adopted.
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(Mr. Rajakoski., Finland)

My delegation has been encouraged by the unilateral security assurances
given by the nuclear-weapon States. Those assurances represent one approach
to the question. We have also noted with satisfaction that the Committee on
Disarmament has begun consideration of the issue by including on its agenda the
item "Effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States
against the use cr threat of use of nuclear weapons". We welcome the decision
by the Committee that, as recommended by the Ad Hoc Working Croup., work on

the subject should continue at its forthcoming session next February.

Mr. TOJANI (Albania): I should like to explain the vote of the
Albanian delegation on draft resolutions A/C.1/34/L.9 and A/C.1/3L/L.35.

Concerning draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.9 on the conclusion of an international
convention on the strengthening of guarantees of the security of non-nuclear-weapon
States, the Albanian delegation explained its position last year when we voted
arainst the draft resolution on that question. We stressed then that the nuclear
arms possessed by the two super-Powers and other imperialist Towers, especially
the United States of America and the Soviet Union., as long as they continue their
policy of agpression and war., constitute for all the peoples of the world a
constant danger to peace and international security. We believe that the
conventions and other Juridical instruments which they propose, including the
convention cn the strengthening of guarantees of the security of non-nuclear-weapon
States. can never replace disarmsment, nuclear disarmament in particular and
disarmament in general. On the contrary. their purpose is to legalize the right
of the super-Fowers to maintain and modernize their nuclear arsenals. At that
time we emphasized that we considered the so-called formal guarantees, as well as
the promises made and the obligations which the nuclear super-Fowers say they
will accept, to be but an attempt to impose their will on other countries not
vossessing nuclear weapons and to subdue them by blackmail so that they will

not oppose the policies of those super-Towers.
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(Mr. Pojani, Albania)

The draft resolution before this Committee on the conclusion of a convention
on the strengthening of gnaraniees is almost a repetition of last year's
resolution, with the difference that this year it is stressed that the Committee
on Disarmament should coni:inue negotiations.

We think that nothing has changed in the policy of the super-Powers.

The United States and the Soviet Union continue the arms race, including the
nuclear arms race. Nothing has changed our belief of one year ago that neither
a convention nor all these guarantees will liquidate in any degree the danger

of nuclear weapons, and especially the danger which comes from the policy of the
two super-Powers.

It is for this reason that the Albanian delegation will vote against draft

resolutions A/C.1/34/L.9 and L.35.

The CHAIRMAN: [ shall now put to the vote draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.9.
A recorded vote has Heen requested.

A recorded vote was saken.

In favour: Afzthanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Bahamas, Bahrain,
Bangladesh, Barbados, Bolivia, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi,
By:lorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Chile,
Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia,

Democratic Yemen, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt,
Ethiiopia, Fiji, FPinland, CGabon, Cerman Democratic Republic,
Chana, Cuatemala, Cuinea, Cuyana, Honduras, Hungary,
Inionesia, Iran, Irag, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Kenya. Kuwait.
La> People's Democratic Republic, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
Malagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico,
Moigolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Niger, Nigeria, Oman,
Patistan, Papua Wew Cuinea, Peru, Thilippines, Poland,

Qa:ar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Senegal,
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Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan,
Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo,
Trinidad and Tobago, Tuuisia, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet
Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon,
United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay,
Venequela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambig

Against: Albania

Abstaining: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Denmark,
France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Greece, Iceland,
India, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain,
Swaziland, Sweden, United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, United States of America

Draft resolution A/C.1/3L4/L.9 was adopted by 91 votes to 1, with

25 abstentions.¥

The CHAIRMAN: I shall now call on those representatives wishing to

explain their vote after the vote.

Mr. DUMEVI (Ghana): The Ghana delegation voted in support of draft
resolution A/C.1/34/L.9, which we have just adopted, and I should like to explain
our position. Before doing so, I should also like to use this opportunity to
state that we shall maintain this position on draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.3/Rev.2.
Our reasons are as follows.

Ghana's position is that these negative assurances should not be viewed as
substitutes for general and complete disarmament, which is the ultimate goal.
Further, in the view of Ghana, the concept of negative assurances does not offer
complete or genuine security to non-nuclear-weapon States, which, in our view,
remain vulnerable to the global effects of atomic radiation and the disastrous
environmental changes which would arise from the use of nuclear weapons in other

parts of the world.

% Subsequently the delegation of Mauritius advised the Secretariat that
it had intended to vote in favour.
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Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden): Last year Sweden voted in favour of the two draft

resclutions concerning asswrances to non-auclear-wveapon States asgainst the
use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. Cur position was motivated by a
strong concern for the security of non-nuzlear-weapon States, and the
particular method of streng:ihening their security was a matter vhich was
left open in both those draft resolutions.

Since then, the Committee on Disarmament has had the subject on its
agenda and several proposals have been made. Ve now know more about the
type of arrangements the initiators behind last year's draft resolutions have in
mind, and we are also now more aware of the difficulties in achieving

generally acceptable solutions. As the Swedish Foreign Minister said in

e
N
4]

speech in this Committee on 29 Cctober:
"Sweden is in principle in favour of assurances by nuclear weapon

Powers not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-

weapon States or in nuclear-weapon-free zones.
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(Mr. Lidgard, Sweden)

"Such assurances, if binding on all nuclear-weapon Powers and if they
accommodate the interests and need of all countries, could play a role
in the process of strengthening international security.

"There are some basic elements that are imperative, among them the
Tact that assurances must be made without reservations and must thus be
unconditional. Various forms of assurances have been discussed, including
an international convention. The Swedish Government has reservations

with regard to this idea". (A/C.1/3L/PV.20, p. 36)

Underlying the idea of a convention seems to be the assumption that all States
concerned, nuclear and non-nuclear, should undertake some kind of reciprocal
obligation. But the vast majority of non-nuclear-weapon States have already
accepted their share in adhering to the Non-Proliferation Treaty. There is no
reason for them to repeat this obligation. The responsibility for formulating
co-ordinated and binding pledges acceptable to all States must therefore primarily
rest with the nuclear Powers themselves. Our preference would be for co-ordinated
guarantees to be worked out by the nuclear Powers in some kind of international
legal instrument binding on them alone, such as a limited treaty or protocol, that
would thereafter be endorsed by the Security Council. Since draft resolution
A/C.1/34/L.9 has left out options other than a convention, the Swedish delegation
has had to abstain in the vote.

The Swedish delegation will likewise abstain for the same reascons on draft
resolution A/C.1/34/L.3/Rev.2. This does not mean that we, a priori, exclude the
possibility of achieving an agreement, in the form of such a general convention,
on security guarantees, although such a solution at present seems to entail

unnecessary difficulties.

Mr. DE LAIGLESIA (Spain) (interpretation from Spanish): The Spanish

delegation during the thirty-third regular session of the General Assenbly voted

in favour of the two draft resolutions that were submitted on guarantees to

non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or the threat of the use of such weapons.
We continue to believe that this question is of the utmost importance and

we are gratified that the Committee on Disarmament has decided to start studying

it. In our opinion, it is advisable for the Committee on Disarmament to continue

its negotiations, and therefore at this moﬁent we consider it prudent not to

exclude any possibility by insisting on searching for a single solution.
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(iir. de Leiglesia, Spain)

e continue to believe that the system of guarantees existing at present
should be strengthened and thus it is most urgent that effective international
arrangements be agreed to in order to protect non-~nuclear-weapon States apainst
the use or the threat of the use of nuclear weapons.

The idea of trying to elaborate an international convention along these
lines seens to us to be a positive one althoush. in our opinion, that is an over
ambitious attempt, since it will require lengthy and intricate negotiations that can
hardly be realistically expected to come - as the draft resolution A/C.1/3L/L.0 says -
to an “early conclusion”. Fcr this reason. the Spanish delecation has been
constrained to abstain in the vote on this draft resolution.

Ve are sorry that on such an important matter it has not been rvossible to
co-ordinate the views of the different delegations. In fact, the views
contained in draft resolutiors A/C.1/34/L.3/Rev.2, A/C.1/34/1..9 and A/C.1/34/1.35
reveal a unanimous desire to guarantee the security of non-nuclear-weapon States.
Yet we believe that at the present moment we should place a certain depgree of
confidence in the Committee on Disarmament and not prejudge the results of
its work. In the light of its work, we can sum up our objectives in this
field. and then, if possible. in due course establish instruments that are more
binding that those that at present seem to be within our grasp.

Tn consistency with thi:s line of reasoning, we will therefore vote in favour
of draft resclution A/C.1/34,/L.3/Dev.2 and will do the same with regard to

draft resolution A/C.1/3L/L.35.

The CHATIRMAI: The Committee has concluded its consideration of
draft resolution A/C.1/3L/L.9.
The Committee will now “ake sction on draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.3/Tev.2,
under agenda item L, "Strengthenine of the security of non-nuclear-
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons'. This draft
resoluticon was introduced by the representative of Pskistan at our 3ITth meeting

on 19 November 1979. Tts two sponsors are Mali and Pakistan.
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iir. {ARITER (Pakistan). The sponsors wish to introduce an amendiment
to the seventeenth preambular paragraph. which bersins with the words "Turtier
noting the report of the Coumittee on Disarmament ., The last two

vords “appendix I should instead read “appendix II'".

the CLAITWIAW: I shall now call on the representative of Ireland

who wisheg to explain his vote before the vote.

bir. JULLOY (Ireland): On behalf of the nine menmber States of the
wuropean Cemmunity, I wish to explain our vote on draft resclution
A/C.1/34/L.3/Rev.2, introduced by Pakistan, sponsored by Mali and Pakistan
and entitled “Conclusion of an international convention to assure the non-nuclesr-
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons'.

At the thirty third session of the United Hations General Assembly the Nine
voted in favour of resolution 33/72 B, introduced by Pakistan. We did so because the
resolution followed a flexible approach in that it requested the Committee on
Disarmament to consider all proposals submitted on this matter without in any
way prejudging the final form of the effective international arrangements to
assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear

weapons.
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(Mr, Mulloy. Ireland)

We had hoped that this year also the draft resolution submitted by Pakistan
wovld in a similar way have taken a flexible approach. However, the first
version of A/C.,1/34/1L.3 was more restrictive, focusing only on the conclusion
of what was termed the "internstional convention". Because of this, and because
of our desire to see progress made in the important field of negative security
assurances, we took a prominent part in consultations with the delegation of
Pakistan with the aim of maintaining the flexibility of last year's text.

We are appreciative of the efforts made by Pakistan in seeking to meet our
concern. However, the current text does not, in our view, adequately reflect the
balance and conclusions of the consideration which has already taken place on
this subject within the Committee on Disarmament. Moreover, because of the
pre-eminence that it continues to give to a convention, the draft risks prejudging
conclusions that might arise from further necessary consideration of this subject,
We believe that all possibilities should remain open for negotiation in the
Committee on Disarmament. Since draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.3/Rev.2 does not,
in our view, adequately allow for this, we regret that we see no alternative but

to abstain.

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee will now take sction on draft resolution

A/C.1/L.3/Rev.2, including the amendment made by the sponsors in the seventeenth
preambular paragraph, which reads:
"Further noting the rsport of the Committee on Disarmament (A/34/27),
including the report »>f the A4 Hoc Working Group in its appendix II",
A/C,1/3L4/1L.3/Rev.2 is now put to the vote.

A recorded vote has been requested,
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A recorded vote was talien.

In Tavour: MClchaadstan, flzeria, Ancole, Argentine, Bahanas,
bahrcin, Dansladesn, Sarbados, Brazil, Duliarie, Sur .,
Surundi, Brelcrussian Soviet Socialist RNooublic, Concdé,
Cape Verde, Chile, Cuino, Colo:lbiz, Congo, Costo Nica,
Cubz, Cyprus, Czechoslovalic, Jeiocratic Yemen, Doiidcicin
Lepublic, Dcuwdor, Lo yoi, .sohiopin, Tiji, Minlond, Gobon,
Goiibia, German Democratic Nepublic, Ghana, Guateinole,
Cuinew, Cuyane, Londuras, Lunory, Indonesia, Ironm, Ircq,
Janaice, Jordan, ienye, wuvait, k.o Pcople's Derociratic
stepublic, Libyan Arad Janchiriya, aradascar, aliysia,
wli, »alte, ouritania, (esiico, tongolia, ilorocco,
Jozuabique, Niscr, iligeria, Oown, Pakiston, Pepua iicwr
Guixea, Parasuay, Puilispines, Poland, Qater, loranic,
Wwande, Sco Youwe ond Princine, Seudi Arabia, Sencenoeld,
Sicrre ILeone, Sinsapore, Soiwlic, Spain, Sri Lealc,
fuder, Surinane, Swaziland, Syricn frab Republic, Thailand,

To 0, Trinidad and Tobajo, “unisia, Turkey, Uszundic,

Ulrninien Soviet Socislist ﬁcphblic, Unlon of Sovice
Sociolist Republics, United Avcb idrates, United
Revublic of Caneroon, United lepublic of Tanzania,
Unmer Volta, Uruguay, Veaezuclo, Viet min, Yeiicin,
Yusoslevie, Yaire, Yewbia
A-oinst: ﬁohe
Abstainin~:  Australia, Austria, Lelsiuws, Deawarl:, France, Corlany,
F'edercl levublic of, Greece, Iceland, Indie, Ireland,
Israel, Iteoly, Jepan, Lurcibour , .letherlands, ev enland,
Jorvey, Portusel, Sveden, United {ingdom of (rest Sritain

and orthern Ireleond, United States of Anerico

Dreft resolution A/C.1/3E/L.3/Rev.2 was adopted by 90 votes to nonc, viti

21 cbhscentions.®

¥ Subsequently the delegations of Ivery Coast, Mauritius and Peru

advised the Secretariat that they had intended to vote in favour.
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The CHAIRMAN: I now call upon thcse representatives who wish to

explain their vote after the vote.

Mr, RUDOFSKY (Aus:iria): In explaining my delegation's abstaining vote
on draft resolutions A/C,1/34/L,.3/Rev.2 and A/C,1/34/L.9, I should like to repeat

the basic considerations which guide the position of the Austrian Government on
the question of arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use
or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

At the outset, I shoull like to recall that Austria takes a positive view
in principle of arrangements which aim at effectively increasing the security
of non-niclear-weapon otates. As my delegation has pointed out in the general
debate of this Committee, for reasons based on the law and policy of permanent
neutrality, to which my country is committed, it is not acceptable for Austria
to confer upon an outside Power the responsibility for the maintenance of
Austria's security. Therefore, we cannot agree to so=-called positive security
guarantees,

Arrangements to ensure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat
of use of nuclear weapons, or, as such assurances are sometimes called,
negative security guarantees, welcome as they are, have, in our view, basically
the character of confidence-building measures and must not take the place of
effective measures of nuclear disarmament on the part of the nuclear~weapon
States.

Austria formally renounced the acquisition and production of nuclear weapons
as long as 24 years ago, and has since reaffirmed this commitment by its adherence
to the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Therefore, Austria sees no reason for assuming
additional obligations under a convention,

Austria welcomed last year the unilateral declarations issued by the
Covernments of nuclear-wearon States in the course of the special session on
disarmament and considers that those declarations are binding upon the respective
Powers under international law. Those declarations reflect in their diversity
the different strategic doctrines and distinct security perceptions of nuclear-
weapon States. In particular, they provide for certain important exceptions as

far as their applicability is concerned.
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It follows from these limitations that Austria, owing to its geographical
position, though protected from direct acts against its territory, might still
be affected, albeit indirectly, by the devastating effects of any use of nuclear
weapons in Europe,

There can be no doubt that the unilateral declarations would gain in
effectiveness if it should prove possible to co~ordinate those pledges and mould
them into a common formula. We fully reslize that this would be a formidsble
task because the difficulties involved, to which I have just referred, are not
likely to change in the foreseeable future.

It will, therefore, be necessary to take a flexible approach in this matter
and, in the view of the Austrian delegation, it is certainly too early to give
any clear-cut preference to any specific form for the final expression of such
assurances., In any case, for a country like Austria, which has committed itself
to a policy of neutrality, the idea of an international convention raises a
number of serious questions which would have to be studied very closely.

As the two draft resolutions which were just voted upon seem to prejudge
the further course of action in the direction of such a convention, about which
the Austrian Government, for reasons Just outlined, holds serious reservations,
my delegation cast abstaining votes, On the other hand, we intend to vote in
favour of the draft resolution contained in document A/C.1/34/L.35, which is

flexible enough to meet our concerns.

Mr., OKAWA (Japan): Japan, as a non-nuclear-weapon State and a Party
to the Non~Proliferation Treaty, is deeply interested in the ways and means of
strengthening the security of the non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or
threat of use of nuclear weapons. The Japanese delegation, therefore, participated
actively in the work of the Committee of Disarmament when it was considering this

subject earlier this year.
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iy delegetion Telt thut tae dralt resolutions A/C.1/3n/L.3/Nev.2 and
&/C.1/30/1,0 dié not reflect in @ proper and balonced :wner tie conclusions of
the Comitvtee on Disarneiwer{, as recordec. in the report of the Cormitiee
contcined in cocument A/3%M/27, nor the deliberctions on the subject at this
sasgion of the Genercl Asscubly,

iy delegsution also vishes to relterzte its belief that, vhen considerin.
seasures to strensthen the sccurity of non-nuclear-wonpon Staces, we should talie
fully into consideration the political and wilitary conditions prevailing in cach
Stote and each resion. These conditions involve various nd diverse clenents.,
The very  Tact thot three Cralt resolucions on the sove question have beon
preseated to us demonstrotes the existence of those diverse elenents cad the
diffTiculties involved in dcueling vith this subject.

Ve would bLe illeadvised if ve were to attemt to cleborate a sinsle,
all-cibrneing convention (o cssure the noa-nuclear-wespon States ageinst the use
or threav of use of nuclenr wennons., TFor these rorgons, 1y delesation, wailce
anprociating the efforts ol the sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.3/Rev.2
to acecmmedate  whe positions of other countries, vns not in & position Lo support
the droeft resolutions ccrtained in dceumerts A/C.1/34/L.3/Rev.2 and A/C.1/3L4/L.0.

Thet is viy ve abstained on thosce draft resoluvions,
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Mr. PETROVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation

from Russian): The Soviet delegation would like to explain the reason for its
vote in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.3/Rev.2.

We have proceeded from the premise that this draft resolution is designed to
speed up the drafting by the Committee on Disarmament of a draft international
convention providing security guarantees for non-nuclear-weapon States. As we
know, such talks actually began in the Committee in 1979, and it is now necessary
to give them new impetus. In those talks and negotiations the Soviet Union
proceeds on the premise that the basis of such a convention should be the
obligation of nuclear-weapon States never to use nuclear weapons against those
States that have renounced the production and acquisition of nuclear weapons and do

not have such weapons on their territories.

The CHAIRMAN: We have thus concluded our consideration of draft

resolution A/C.1/34/L.3/Rev.l.

We now turn to the draft resolution in document A/C.1/3L4/L.35 on agenda
item 4L, "Strengthening of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States against the
use or threat of use of nuclear weapons'., It is sponsored by the United States
of America and was introduced by the representative of that country at the
39th meeting of the Committee on 21 November.

I shall now call on those representatives who wish to explain their votes

before the voting.

Mr. MARKER (Pakistan): Although the Pakistan delegation can understand
the broad, though somewhat anodyne, objectives of draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.35,
we believe that that draft more accurately reflects an attitude which existed about
a decade ago and takes no account either of the progress made since that time or
of current realities. Nor does it, in our view, provide the political impetus
that is so necessary for the negotiations that lie ahead of us in our search for
an international instrument that would provide credible assurances to non-nuclear-
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

Moreover, my delegation has particular difficulties with the text of some
of the preambular paragraphs of this draft resolution. The Pakistan delegation

will accordingly abstain when it is put to the wvote.
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Mr. MULLOY (Irelsnd): On behalf of the delegation of Ireland, I should
like to explain our vote on draft resolution A/C.1/34/1.35, which was introduced
by the delegation of the United States of America, under the item "Strengthening
of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of
nuclear weapons'.

In our view, that draft resolution reflects a much more satisfactory approach
than either of the other draft resolutions introduced on the subject at this
session of the CGeneral Assenbly this year, reflecting, as it does, the balance of
the two resolutions 33/72 A and B, adopted last year, which gave the Committee on
Disarmament its initial mandate on this question. This balance, we feel, should
be maintained in the directive given to the Committee on Disarmament at this
session. Draft resolution A/C.1/34/1.35 provides a basis for discussion of all
possibilities, while excluding none, and in so doing it most accurately reflects,
in Ireland's view, the nature of and the stage reached in the discussion in the
Committee on Disarmament and the range of options which are still open to that
body for eventual referral cf proposals to the Assembly.

Ireland will therefore vote in favour of this draft resolution.

The CHAIRMAN: T row put to the vote draft resolution A/C.1/34/1.35.

A recorded vote has been requested.
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A recorded vote was taken.

In favour:

Apgainst:

Abstaining:

Australia, Austria, Dahamas, Bangladesh, Darbados, Relgium,
Burma , Burundi, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Nica,
Cyprus, Demnark, Dominican Republic, ilcuador, Igypt, Fiji,
Finland, France, Gabon, Gambia, Germany, Federal Republic of,
Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Cuyana, Honduras, Iceland,
Indonesia, Iran, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jauwaica, Janan,
Henya, Luxembourg, HMalaysia, !Mali, Malta, Mauritania,
Hauritius, Hexico, Morocco, Hetherlands, New Zealand, Wigeria,
Horway, Oman, Papua Hew Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines,
Portugal, Romania, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Sierrs Leone,
Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden,
Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, Uzanda, United Arab Duirates,

United Kingdom of Great Britain and MNorthern Ireland,

United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzanisa,
United States of America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen,
Yuposlavia, Zaire, Zambia

Albania

Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Brazil, Bulgaria,
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Nepublic, Cape Verde, Cuba,
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, German Democratic Republic,
Ghana, Hungary, India, Iraqg, Madagascar, Yongolia, ilozambigue,
Niger, Pakistan, Poland, Sao Tome and Principe, Syrian Arab
Republic, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of

Soviet Socialist Republics, Upper Volta

Draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.35 was adopted by 81 votes to 1, with

abstentions.*

The CHAIRMAN: T shall now call on those representatives who wish to

explein their votes after the voting.

* Subsequently the delegation of Ivory Coast advised the Secretariat that it

hed intended to vote in favour.
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Mr, GHARDKHAN (Ind:a): India's position on the question of the non-use

of nuclear weanons is based on its firm conviction that, nending nuclear disarmament,
vhich alone can reaove the threat of nuclear weapons, there should be a total
prohibition of nuclear weapons. Thus India stands for a total comprechensive
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, & prohibition that would cover all States
without any exception, whether they are nuclear-wearcn or ncn-nuclear-weapon States.

This position stems frou the incontrovertible fact that any use of
nuclear wveavpons anywhere agairst any State, however 1limited it might be,
1s bound to have most dreadfu). and not fully predictable effects on future and
present generations of mankind and in fact on all life in vast areas of the globe.

It was for that reason that India introduced = draft resolution st the
tenth gpecial session of the United Mations General Assembly, devoted to disarmament,
and subsequently at the thirty-third regular session of the Jeneral Assembly in which
it was declared that any use of nuclear weapons would be a viclation of the
United Hations Charter and a crime against humanity. The General Assembly has
adopted that draft resolution.

Various proposals or ideas which have been put forward for a limited partial
prohibition or non-use of nuclear weapons would cover some States or certain
situations only and provide orly illusory security against the use or threat of
use of nuclear weapons even tc those States to which irruvnity rirht rave teen assured,
since the awful effects of the use of nuclear weapons cannot be predicted. Iach
one of the proposals or ideas for limited partial prohibition or non-use of
nuclear weapons would imply trhat nuclear weapons could be used arainst States not
covered by the prohibition or in situations where their ure has not been specifically
forbidden. DBy implication, tren, the use of nuclear weapons sgainst certain States
or in certain situnations would be legitimized.

Consequently, India has not supported any proposal or idea for limited partial
prohibition or non-use of nuclear weapons but has resolutely and consistently

stood for the total prohibiticn of the use of nuclear wveapons.
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Mrs. GORDAH (Tunisia) (interpretation from French): The fact that the
majority of States have voluntarily renounced nuclear weapons and have accepted
the obligations of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, despite certain discriminatory
provisions, places a specific obligation on the nuclear Powers to take effective
steps to reverse the arms race. They should therefore give guarantees that they
will never use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-wespon
States.

The special session provided a propitious framework for the five nuclear
Powers to make unilateral statements on this subject. My delegation, without
underestimating the value of those statements, feels that the only true response
to this problem is to be found in nuclear disarmament and, pending the achievement
of that goal, in a binding international convention unequivocally prohibiting
the use c¢r threat of use of nuclear weapons.

My delegation voted in favour of draft resolution A/C,1/34/L,.35 despite
its inadequacies because we believe that it is an appreciable contribution
towards future negotiations on the conclusion of an effective international

instrument.

Mr, GARCIA ROBLES (Mexico) (interpretation from Spanish): The delegation

of Mexico voted in favour of the draft resolution contsined in documents
A/C.1/34/L.3/Rev.2 and A/C,1/34/L.35, pertaining to items 43 and Lk of the
Assembly's agenda, which deal with so-called negative guarantees to non-nuclear-
weapon States,

We voted thus despite the fact that the drafts contained some provisions
that were somewhat contradictory, but we are convinced that that vote will not
in any way affect our complete freedom of action in the Committee on Disarmament,
where, in keeping with the rules of procedure of the Committee, my delegation
will bear in mind the recommendations made by the General Assembly, the proposals
that may be submitted by members of the Committee and the decisions of the
Committee,

The conduct of the delegation of Mexico in the Committee on Disarmament

will conform to these criteria,
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Mr. MESHARRAFA (Egypt): My delegation has just cast an affirmative vote
on draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.35, submitted by the United States, We should

like to state, however, tha!, our understanding of the meaning inherent in
operative paragraph 2 of th.s draft, and particularly the word "arrangements",

is acquiescence in principle in the idea of an internstional convention to assure
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons,

an idea which, in our opinion, has considerable merit and must be highlighted,

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee has now concluded its voting procedure on
draft resolution A/C.1/3L4/L.35.

The Committee will now take action on the draft resolution contained in
document A/C.1/3k/L.30, ent:tled "Study of the institutional arrangements relating
Lo the process of disarmament", This draft resolution has 1L sponsors and was
introduced by the representutive of Sweden at the LOth meeting of the First
Committee on 23 November 1979. The sponsors are: Austria, Canada, Denmark,
Finland, France, Mexico, Netherlands, Norway, Pekistan, Sri Lanka, Sweden,

Tunisia, Uruguay and Yugosluvia,
I shall call on the Committee Secretary to read ocut the financial implications

of this draft resolution,

Mr. BANERJEE (Secretary of the First Committee): This is a statement

submitted by the Secretary-(ieneral in accordance with rule 153 of the rules of

procedure of the General Assembly, and it will be circulated as document

A/C.1/34/L.51. It reads as follows:

"]. Under the terms of the draft resolution contained in document A/C.1/34/L.30

of 16 November 1979 the General Assembly would, inter alia, request the

Secretary-General
(i) with the assistance of qualified governmental experts, to carry out
a comprehensive study assessing present institutionsl requirements and
future estimated needs in the United Wations management of disarmament
affairs and outlining ossible functions, structure and institutional
framework that could meet those requirements and needs, ineluding legal
and financial implicat:ions, and formulating recommendations for possible

later decisions on the matter;
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(ii) to submit a final report to the General Assembly at its thirty-sixth
session.
"2. To carry out the requested study the Secretary-Ceneral intends to invite
20 governmental experts who would hold four meetings during the next 20 months.
"3. Based on the assumptions that the experts will be paid travel and daily
subsistence allowance at the equivalent of the D-1 level and meetings will last one
week (first and last meeting) and two weeks (second and third meeting) the cost of
travel expenses involved will amount to $140,900.
"L, Meetings of the group of experts would require the provision of interpretation
in five languages (Chinese, English, French, Russian and Spanish) and translation
of pre-session, in-gsession and post-session documentation of total volume of
180 pages. The related conference servicing cost would amount to $228,600.
"To sum up, should the draft resolution contained in document A/C.1/34/L.30
be adopted, the additional expenditures would have to be incurred in an amount of
$369,500."

The CHATRMAN: I shall now call on those representatives who wish to

explain their vote before the vote.

Mr. KOMIVES (Hungary): The Hungarian delegation adheres to the view
that a political process such as disarmament, when its political foundation is
laid down, requires gn organizational framework. :One of the prerequisites for such
a framework is that it adequately reflect the role played by the partners in
the process. It was against this background that Hungary joined the consensus
on the innovation introduced into the disarmament machinery at the tenth special
session of the Ceneral Assembly.

It was recognized at the special session that the innovations introduced into the
disarmament machinery were to be supported by a certain expansion of the resocurces
available to the Secretariat, that is, the Centre for Disarmament within the
Political and Security Council Affairs Department. At its thirty-third session

the Ceneral Assembly toock action accordingly.
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Taking into account the short time that has elapsed since the special session
and the rather limited nature of the experience acquired, it would seem premature
to prejudge whether the organizational measures do or do not correspond to the
requirements of the ongoing disarmament process as implied in the draft
resolution contained in docunent A/C.1/34/L.30. There is no evidence either
way , but it is doubtful whetler the starting of a study of the questions involved
would produce anything other than speculation. It is to be questioned whether
such speculation would lead o any useful result, but it is certain that it would
divert interest and energzy., 1ot to mention financial resources, from the
main directions which the common disarmaement effort has to take.

In the light of these considerations, the Hungarian delegation is unable to

support the draft resolution in question and will vote against it.
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Mr. NAZARKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from
Russian): The Soviet delegation would like to explain its vote on draft
resolution A/C.1/34/L.30. In that draft resolution, the Ceneral Assembly requests
the Secretary-Ceneral to assess the institutional requirements within the United
Nations in the sphere of disarmament. Only two years ago, on 1L December 1976,
the Ceneral Assembly, in resolution 31/90 on the strengthening of the role of the
United Nations in the fTield of disarmament, adopted a decision with regard to
certain corganizational changes in the United Nations Secretariat. as a result
of which the Disarmament Division became the Centre for Disarmament within the
Department of Political and Security Council Affairs. That decision was adopted
on the basis of a report by the Special Committee entrusted with examining the
role of the United Nations in the sphere of disarmament. The Special Committee
carefully studied the question and submitted its recommendations at the
thirty-first session of the Ceneral Assembly, which adopted the above-mentioned
decision.

It may be asked what new elements have appeared over the past three years
that could make necessary a further reorganization of the disarmament machinery
within the United Nations. In our opinion, no such reasons exist. In the preamble
to draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.30 attempts are being made to provide a basis for
further organizational changes: there is reference to the growing agenda with
regard to disarmament, to the complexity of the questions involved and to the
more active participation of a large number of Member States. There is no doubt
that all of these phenomena exist. However, they have not suddenly appeared in
the past three years. Indeed, this is a trend that has persisted in recent years.
That is why, in our opinion, there is no reason for the organizational changes
now being proposed, because all these factors were taken into account and
carefully weighed during the Ceneral Assembly's thirty-first session by the
Special Committee entrusted with examining the role of the United Nations in
the field of disarmament.

In the view of the Soviet delegation, the United Nations Secretariat., with its
present structure, is competently carrying out the tasks entrusted to it in
General Assembly decisions. The Department of Political and Security Council

Affairs. of which the Centre on Disarmament is a part, is providing the necessary



BM/9/th A/C.1/3L/PV.LY
37

(Mr. Nazarkin, USSR)

correlaticn of disarmament questions and questions of strengthening international
peace and security. The United Nations Secretariat is organized in such a way that
it can provide the services rnecessary for the organization, preparation and
conduct of negotiations on the various aspects of disarmament. We are also taking
into account the fact that in the present structure of the Secretariat there are
sufficient resources. The United Nations Secretary-General and his collaborators
are using the Secretariat's resources in the field of disarmament with skill and
flexibility in dealing with the questions that arise in that area, and we believe
that they will continue to do so in the future.

In recent years, we have constantly had before us for consideration proposals
for the reorganization of the todies entrusted with disarmament questions. Of
course, in some cases such measures are justified, inasmuch as they reflect the
changing reality. However, even when such changes are justified, that does not
mean that there will be decisive advances in the field of disarmament. In our
opinion, the question of organizational changes in the bodies entrusted with
disarmament questions is grossly exaggerated. In turn, this complicates the
consideration of disarmament questions in depth, diverts attention from basic
problems and creates the illusion of movement when in fact it consists in marking
time.

In the light of all this the Soviet delegation considers that there is no
Justification for putting fo:iward at this stage the question of organizational
changes dealt with in draft :resolution A/C.1/34/L.30.

Finally, I have one mor: point on this draft resolution. TFor some time there
has been an epidemic of disarmament studies. The Soviet delegation has already
stated its position in this regard and has expressed its concern at this avalanche
of studies. This would appeir to be yet another example of a study that would
result in a waste of time anil material resources.

For all these reasons tie Soviet delegation will vote against draft

resolution A/C.1/3L4/L.30.

Mr. KRUTZSCH (German Democratic Republic): With regard to draft
resolution A/C.1/34/L.30, th2 delegation of the German Democratic Republic would

like to state the following. During the tenth special session of the General

Assembly, devoted to disarmanent, the situation in the field of disarmament was
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thoroughly reviewed. The Final Document contains the conclusions of Member States
with regard to matters of substance as well as organizational questions. The
deliberative and negotiating organs have now been working for only a year in
accordance with the provisions contained in part IV of the Final Document,
entitled "Machinery", provisions which, in the case of the Centre for Disarmement,
are said to have been adopted in order to enable the United Nations to continue to
fulfil its role in the field of disarmament.

Draft resolutions already adopted in this Committee correctly point to the
fact that there is progress on questions of machinery, but there are insufficient
results with regard to substantive issues. The logical consequence of this is the
necessity to concentrate on substantial questions of disarmament. The draft
resolution before us does not respond to this necessity. On the contrary, it only
tends to feed the illusion that there exists a possibility of taking urgent and
necessary steps in the field of disarmement by making certain innovations in the
machinery.

Therefore, my delegation opposes the present draft resolution, as a matter of

principle, and we shall vote against its adoption.
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The CHAIRMAN: I wish to announce that Ireland has become a sponsor of
draft resolution A/C.1/34/..30. Ve shall now vote on that draft resolution.

A recorded vote has bzen requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour: Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas,
Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan,
Bolivia, Burma, Burundi, Canada, Chile, China,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Democratic Kampuchea,
Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador,
Egypt, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Gambia, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala,
Guinea-Bissau , Guyana, Honduras, Iceland, India,
Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jamaica,
Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Libyan Arab Jamshiriya,
Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Malta, Mauritius,
Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigerisa,
Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay,
Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda,
Sac Tome and Principe, Senegal, Singapore, Spain,
Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian
Areb Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago,
Turisia, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United
Kirgdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United
Republic of Cawmeroon, United Republic of Tanzania,
United States of America, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela,
Yenen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia

Against: Bulgaria, Byelorussian Soviet Scocialist Republic,
Czechoslovakia, German Democratic Republic, Hungary,
Mongolia, Poland, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic,

Un:.on of Soviet Socialist Republics
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Abstaining: Afghanistan, Brazil, Cape Verde, Cuba, Guinea,
Ivory Coast, Niger, Sierra Leone

Draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.30 was adopted by 102 votes to 9, with

8 abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN: I shall now call on those representatives who wish

to explain their votes.

Mr. SUJKA (Poland): When, following the decisions of the United

Nations General Assembly at its tenth special session, the machinery for
disarmament negotiations was expanded, a number of delegations, while
declaring their satisfaction with the provisions agreed to in that regard in
the Final Document, expressed their conviction that institutional
arrangements could no longer be blamed for possible failures of disarmament
negotiations and emphasized that the only absolutely indispensable
prerequisite for ensuring the success of such negotiations was the
political will of States. They also indicated that no institutional
arrangements could substitute for the lack of such will.

Indeed, my delegation feels that we now have at our disposal all
the means necessary in order actively to pursue the goals of disarmament.
We have a multilateral negotiating body, the enlarged Committee on Disarmament.
We have two deliberative bodies: the First Committee and the Disarmament
Commission. We also have an advisory organ, the Advisory Board of eminent
persons. Furthermore, we have the Centre for Disarmament in the Secretariat,
and, in addition to that, we are going to set up an institute for
disarmament research within the framework of the United Nations Institute
for Training and Research (UNITAR).

The terms of reference of each of those organs have been defined
in the Final Document of the tenth special session or in other relevant
documents. To the best ©f our knowledge, they fully cover all possible

present and future requirements of disarmament negotiations.



DK/10 A/C.1/34/PV. hL

(Mr. Sujka, Poland)

What we really need row is a concerted and concentrated effort by
all States to proceed witl effective steps leading to a halt to the arms race
and to disarmament, in particular, by initiating, resuming or intensifying
negotiations on various ccncrete disarmament issues on a bilateral,

regional or multilateral tasis.
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In the considered view of the Polish delegation, we should not disperse
our efforts in the futile search for new institutional arrangements. In
ocur opinion such a search, notwithstanding the intentions of its proponents,
objectively tends to divert attention from the actual issues of the arms
race and disarmament, and is but a waste of resources otherwise needed
effectively to overcome the real existing difficulties.

For these reasons, and also taking into account the considerable
financial implications of the proposed study, my delegation could not support

the draft resolution in question and that is why we voted against it.

Mr. FISHER {United States of America): The United States voted
for draft resolution A/C.1/34/1..30 because the United States is basically
in sympathy with the interest of the sponsors and others in ensuring that
United Nations management of disarmament affairs will continue to be
effective and responsive.

The draft resolution calls for qualified govermmental experts to
assist the Secretary~General in preparing the study. Although we did not
and have not sought to amend this provision, we would hope that the United
Nations Administrative Management Service could also be used for this purpose.
That Service is an operating, funded, professional body with easy and immediate
access to financial and organizational data. Using it to the maximum would
cut down on the time and expense reguired for the meetings of governmental

experts.

Mr. GHAREKHAN (India): The delegation of India supports in principle

a study of the institutional arrangements relating to the process of

disarmament. However, it has strong views in regard to any proposal for the
creation of a United Nations disarmament organization at this stage. It was

only recently that the Disarmament Affairs Division of the United Nations
Secretariat was upgraded to the present United Nations Centre for Disarmament.

The Centre is adequately equipped and fully competent to carry out the promotional

and preparatory work in the field of disarmament which it is sought to assign
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to the proposed United Naticns disarmament organization at this stage.
There will be full justificetion for the creation of a United Nations
disarmament organization in the context of general and complete disarmament
under effective internationel control, but not in the present situation in

the field of disarmament.

Mr, SUMNER (Sierrs Leone): The delegation of Sierra Leone abstained
on this draft resolution for the reason already given by other delegations.
There is existing machinery in our Organization to carry out such a study,
without introducing a new organization for the purpose. We abstained

mainly because of the financial implications.

The CHATRMAN: Sirce there are no more speakers inscribed on my

list, the Committee has now concluded its voting procedure on draft
resolution A/C.1/34/L.30.
The Committee will now take action on draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.33/Rev.1l
on the-review of the implementation of the recommendations and decisions
adopted by the General Assenbly at its tenth special session, This drafi resolution
has thirteen sponsors and was introduced in its original form by the representative

of the Soviet Union at the 3Gth meeting of the First Committee on 21 November.
The sponsors are: Afgtanistan, Angola, Bulparia, Byelorussian Soviet

Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia, German Democratic Republic, Hungary,
Lao Peoples' Democratic Republic, Mongolia, Poland, Romania, Ukrainian Soviet
Socialist Republic and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

I now call on the representative of Brazil, who has asked to explain

his vote before the vote.

Mr. de SQUZA g SIIVA (Brazil): My delegation participated in the
negotiations regarding the text of draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.33/Rev.l. We are

indebted to the delegation ¢f the USSR for having incorporated in its original
text many of the suggestions made by other delegations, especially those which

are nmembers of the Committee on Disarmament.
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(Mr. de Souza . Silva, Brazil)

In the opinion of the Brazilian delegation, draft resolution
A/C.1/34/L.33/Rev.]l as it stands now puts into almost correct perspective the‘
long-hoped-for negotiations on nuclear disarmament within the Committee
on Disarmament. There is, however, one aspect of such negotiations which
is focused in such a way as to prevent our delegation from casting an
affirmative vote on that draft. We have always maintained that disarmament,
and in particular nuclear disarmament, is a special responsibility of the
nuclear weapon Powers, but that it is at the same time of paramount interest
and concern to all nations, nuclear and non-nuclear alike.

For those reasons, while commending the efforts of the sponsors of
draft resolution A,'C.1/3L4/L.33/Rev.l to introduce a balanced negotiated text, my
delegation cannot agree to the inclusion of the expression 'with the
participation of all nuclear-weapon-States' in the second line of operative
paragraph 2. In our view, that phrase introduces a discriminatory element,
which amounts virtually to conferring a veto power on individual nuclear-weapon
nations, so that they can block if they so wish the negotiating process within the
Committee. Brazil believes that nuclear disarmament is too important an issue to
be left to the discretion of any single nuclear weapon member of the Committee
on Disarmament.

For this reason, the Brazilian delegation will abstain on draft

resolution A/C.1/34/L.33/Rev.1.

The CHAIRMAN: I now call on the representative of the Soviet Union

who will explain some changes made in draft resolution A/C.1'34/L.33.

Mr. PETROVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): Yesterday the sponsors of draft resolution A/C.l/3ﬁ/L.33 gave to the
Secretariat a revised text, on which I should like to make a few comments and

explanations.
Draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.33/Rev.l is the result of consultations by

the sponsors with other delegations, in particular the Group of 21 States.
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(Mr. Petrovsky., USSR)

In a spirit of constructive co-operation, the sponsors have taken into
accbunt to the maximum extent possible those comments and wishes that
were put forward to them i1 the course of consultations, and the result
of this is the revised draft. The principal changes are the following.
Initially, the draft was based on the idea that although the Committee
on Disarmament provides the most appropriate forum for the preparation and conduct
of negotiations on disarmanent in the nuclear sphere, there may be alternative

methods to be considered as well.
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(Mr. Petrovsky, USSR)

Agreement to such alternative methods is contained in document CD/L, submitted
by the Group of Socialist States in the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva in -
February this year.

However, since in the course of the present consultations it was unanimously
indicated that it would be appropriate for negotiations to take place within the
Committee on Disarmament, the sponsors altered the draft resolution in such a way
as to meet the wishes of the majority of the members of our Committee and that the
negotiations be conducted in the Committee on Disarmament. I should like to explain
in this connexion that as far as we are concerned the most important consideration
is that negotiations on disarmament within the nuclear sphere should begin at the
earliest possible time. Of course, if during consultations other views had been
expressed concerning the method of conducting negotiations on nuclear disarmarent,
we should have been prepared to weigh and examine any variations on that theme.

As a separate paragraph in the revised draft resolution we have included the
provision that the Committee on Disarmament should undertake at the beginning of
its 1980 session a preparatory series of consultations on negotiations on nuclear
disarmament. As the Soviet delegation has already explained in the Committee on
Disarmament, such consultations could be conducted without the participation of all
nuclear States, although their participation would of course be highly desirable
from the beginning of such preparatory consultations.

The substantive negotiations are an entirely different matter. We consider
that all nuclear-weapon States must participate in such negotiations, as must a
certain number of non-nuclear-weapon States. That is why, in operative paragraph 2,
this requirement is emphasized. Of course, in the present instance we are not
speaking of the creation of two categories of States for negotiations on nuclear
disarmaement. On the one hand we wish to take into account the objective reality
that exists in the Committee on Disarmament, and on the other to make a possible
distinction between a group of participants in preparatory consultations and that
in the negotiations themselves. This distinction, as was pointed out earlier,
resides in the fact that, in our opinion, consultations can be conducted with the
present membership of the Committee on Disarmament, whereas it is necessary that

all the nuclear States participate in the negotiations themselves.
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Also we have somewhat :*educed the preambular part, taking into account the
wishes expressed in the course of consultations. I should like to emphasize that
we are basing ourselves on he proposition that the elaboration of substantive
meeasures in the sphere of disarmament on the one hand and the implementation of
measures to strengthen the political and international legal guarantees of security
on the other must be organically related and conducted in parallel.

On the whole, the revised draft resolution retains its principal thrust
towards the earliest possib.le opening of negotiations on the cessation of the
production of nuclear weapons and the gradual reduction of stockpiles until their

total elimination.

The CHATRMAN: T now call on those representatives who wish to explain

their vote before the vote.

Mr. OKAWA (Japan): My delegation has doubts as to whether adoption of
draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.33/Rev.l would contribute tc the advancement of actual
nuclear disarmament. My Government continues to entertain the conviction that the
only realistic way of promohing nuclear disarmement is to move in progressive
stages, with the implementatiion of such concrete measures as a comprehensive test
ban, a cut-off of the production of fissionable material for weapons purpoces and
s0 on - to give but a few examples of the most pressing tasks.

For this reason, my delegation will asbstain in the vote on draft resolution
A/c.1/34/L.33/Rev.1.

Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden): Sweden will vote in favour of draft resolution

A/C.1/34/L.33/Rev.1l and I now wish to give the following explanation of vote.

Sweden supported in principle the initiative submitted in the Committee on
Disarmament by seven Socialist States concerning negotiations on nuclear
disermament, generally referred to as document CD/4. This position is in line
with our view that the Committee on Disarmament should be utilized as a forum for
the preparation and conducting of negotiations on nuclear disarmement. We welcome
the flexibility of the initial sponsors of this draft resolution in accepting the
proposals submitted to them by members of the Group of 21 in the consultations

on this draft resolution.
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(Mr. Lidgard, Sweden)

We have, however, made it clear that the nuclear-weapon States which possess
the most important nuclear arsenals bear a special responsibility in the
achievement of the goals of nuclear disarmsment. Disarmement measures in the
nuclear field must take into account the relative, gualitative and quantitative
importance of the existing arsenals of the nuclear-weapon States. Consequently,
we attach particular importance to the second preambular paragraph of the draft
resolution, in which the particular responsibility of the major nuclear-weapon
States is emphasized.

The words "with the participation of all nuclear-weapon States" in operative

paragraph 2 are, in our view, superfluous and should in no way be construed as

centredicting or diminishing the particular responsibility of the major nuclear-

weapon States.

Mr. GARCIA ROBLES (Mexico) (interpretation from Spanish): In common

with some of the other delegations that have addressed the Committee, my delegation
would like to add its own word of appreciation to the sponsors of draft resolution
A/C.1/34/1..33/Rev.1l for the understanding and flexibility they have shown regarding
the views of others expressed in the consultations that were held with the members
of the Group of 21.

With regard to operative paragraph 1, from what I recall of the last meeting
of the Group of 21 we had thought of suggesting to the sponsors of this draft
resolution that the verb "to undertake" be replaced instead by 'to continue”.: The
reason for this suggestion was that my delegation has the impression that those
preparatory consultations, which we had advocated and supported in the Committee on
Disarmament from the beginning of its spring 1979 session, had at that time already
begun. Therefore I should like to ask the sponsors, through you, Sir, whether they
would find it difficult to change the present text to read as follows:

{:oke in English)

"Requests the Committee on Disarmament to continue at the beginning
of its 1980 session the preparatory consultations initiated in 1979 on

the negotiations referred to in operative paragraph 2 of this resolution;".
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{Mr. Garcia Robles, Mexico)

(continued in Spanish)

That, Sir, is the question I should like to ask the sponsors through you, and
I should like again to express our appreciation to the sponsors for the flexibility

they have already shown.

Mr. GHLREKHAN (India): My delegation will vote in favour of the draft

resolution A/C.1/3L/L.33/Rev.1, since it is generally in accord with our own views
on this subject.

At this stage, I should also like to express our appreciation to the sponsors
for incorporating many of our amendments in their revised draft. However, since the
existence of nuclear weapons poses a grave threat to the very survival of mankind,
the delegation of India believes that the Committee on Disarmament, as the
multilateral negotiating body in the field of disarmament, should urgently negotiate.
first, an immediate cessation of the production of nuclear weapons combined with
the curtailment of the production of fissionable material for weapons purposes; and,

secondly, the attainment of the objective of nuclear disarmament as a time-related

programme .

Mr. LI Chih-hung (China) (interpretation from Chinese): The Chinese

delegation cannot support the draft resolution contained in document
A/C.1/3L4/1.33/Rev.1.

We are of the view that the greatest threat to international peace and security
comes from the super~Powers' policies of aggression, expansion and war. The
super~-Powers, especially the late-coming super-Power, in order to contend for world
hegemony, have spared no efforts in developing nuclear weapons and contending for
nuclear supremacy and this is the root cause of the nuclear arms race.

The Chinese delepgation 1as on many occasions expressed the view that in
order to halt the nuclear arns race and realize genuine nuclear disarmament so as
to eliminate the threat of a nuclear war, it is necessary to ask the super-Powers
to be the first to reduce their nuclear arsenals on a large scale.

After they heve made substantial and significant progress in the destruction
of nuclear weapons, the other nuclear Powers should then join them in carrying out
nuclear disarmament in a reasonable ratio, until the total destruction of all

nuclear weapons on earth is realized.
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(Mr. 1i Chih-hung, China)

This, in our opinion, should be the central concern in all consultations and
negotiations on nuclear disarmament. Basing itself on the above pogition, the
Chinese delegation will not participate in the voting on this resclution
A/C.1/34/L.33/Rev.1.

Mr. ADENIJI (Nigeria): The Nigerian delegation will vote in favour of
draft resolution A/C.1/34/L..33/Rev.l. Before doing so, we should like in the first
instance to pay a tribute to the spirit of accommodation shown by the sponsors in
their willingness to consider many of the suggested improvements to the original
draft, which we see they have incorporated in the revised text of the draft
resolution.

We should like to say that the suggested improvement made this afterncon by
the representative of Mexico is, of course, in line with the facts of the situation,
since the draft resolution itself does indicate in one of the preambular paragraphs
that the Committee on Disarmament started consideration in 1979 of the substance of
the item entitled "Nuclear weapons in all aspects'.

In voting for the resclution my delegation would also like to stress that in
operative paragraph 2, we interpret the phrase "with the participation of all
nuclear-weapon States” not as an indication that no negotiations can take place in
the Committee on Disarmament without the participation of all nuclear-weapon States,
but as an expression of the hope that in fact all nuclear-weapon States will
participate in the Committee on Disarmament.

With that understanding, my delegation has no difficulty whatsoever in voting

for the resolution.

The CHATIRMAN: I now call upon the representative of the Soviet Union to

state whether the sponsors could accept the amendment made by the representative of

Mexico to operative paragraph 1.
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Mr. PETROVSKY (Uaion of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation

from Russian): With regari to the statement just made by the representative
of Mexico, Ambassador Garcia Robles, I should like, in the first place,
to make a small clarification.
Qur delegation notes that this year the Committee on Disarmament
started the consideration >f the agenda item entitled "Nuclear weapons
in all aspects™. We note the usefulness of the work done by that Commitiee.
We note with satisfaction the fact that the overwhelming majority of
the States members of the Zommittee expressed interest in achieving
genuine results during the discussion of this guestion.
However, the fact tha: the consideration of the item started this
year in the Committee on Disarmament does not, properly speaking, mean
that there have been prepa-atory consultations. VWe understand by
“preparatory consultations'' the process by which the range of questions
to be considered during th: negotiations on nuclear disarmament is defined,
and specific - I stress: specific - guestions connected with the
organizational aspect of tiie holding of negotiations are solved.
Nevertheless, in a spirt of compromise and in a desire to be as
constructive as possible, and bearing in mind the importance of the
item now being discussed and the need for the greatest possible progress
in connexion with it, we are ready, if the other sponsors of the draft
resoclution agree, to accep: wording undér which the Committee on Disarmament
would be regquested to continue, at the beginning of its next session,
its examination of the question of nuclear weapons in all aspects and
to proceed with preparatory consultations on the negotiations. In that
way we would be reflecting completely what is actually taking place in
the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva and would also be taking into
account the wishes expressed here by the representative of Mexico.
Hence, I repeat, if there is no objection by the other sponsors of

the draft resolution, we would be prepared to agree to such an amendment.
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The CHAIRMAN: T take it that, in essence, the representative

of the Soviet Union rejects the statement made by the representative of
Mexico and has now come up with his own amendment - if T may call it such -
to operative paragraph 1 of the draft resolution. I wonder whether the

representative of Mexico would wish to make any comment in this connexion.

Mr. GARCIA ROBLES (Mexico) (interpretation from Spanish): T

think that this is really a matter of semantics, and I would not wish to
engage in any polemics on it.

T thank the representative of the Soviet Union for the suggestion
he has made. So far as I am concerned, what took place this year in the
Committee on Disarmament was preparatory consultations. If, however,
the representative of the Soviet Union feels that that is a misnomer,
then, in my view, the text he has suggested covers both points of view.

My delegation therefore gratefully accepts his suggestion.

The CHATRMAN: I would ask the representative of the Soviet Union

to read out the amendment he is proposing.

Mr. PETROVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation

from Russian): Operative paragraph 1 would begin as follows:

(spoke in English)

"Requests the Committee on Disarmament to continue at the beginning of
its 1980 session consideration of the item ‘Nuclear weapons in all aspects'.”
The remainder of the paragraph would read: "and to undertake preparatory
consultations on the negotiations referred to in operative paragraph 2 of this

resolution®.

The CHATRMAN: T should like to inform the Committee that Viet Nam

has become a sponsor of this draft resolution

I now put to the vote draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.33/Rev.l, with the
amendment to operative paragraph 1 read out by the representative of the
Soviet Union.

Draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.33/Rev.l, as amended, was adopted by

102 votes to 3, with 18 abstentions.
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The CHAIRMAN: I shall now call on those representatives who

wish to explain their votes.

Mr. WOLAN (Austral.ia): The Australian delegation abstained

on draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.33/Rev.l, "Nuclear weapons in all aspects'.
The Australian delegation is concerned about the number of issues being
assighed as matters of high priority to the Committee on Disarmament.
Tt is not possible for the Committee to give equal priority to
all issues assigned to it. To assign a large number of issues to the
Committee on Disarmament as high-priority items will create confusion over
which of these issues shoulc in fact be given priority. Such confusion should
and can be avoided by exercising greater selectivity in the assignment of
issues.

The draft resolution just voted on attaches, in the Australian
delegation's view, too high a priority to a proposal which has yet to
be given a specific form. "The Committee on Disarmament has already had
assigned to it as matters o7 high priority more specific and pressing
matters the consideration o7 which should not, we feel, be impeded.
We have in mind particularl;y consideration of a comprehensive test-ban

treaty and a chemical weapons convention.

Mr. de LA GORCE (Trance) (interpretation from French): The

delegation of France had to vote against draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.33/Rev.l.
In doing so, we drew the logzical conclusions from the French Government's
basic positions on the approach to and conditions of nuclear disarmament.
We hope that success can be achieved in that field. We know that nuclear
disarmament cannot be isolated from the general undertaking of disarmament,
which must take account of the complex of elements: military means,
diversity of regional situations, everyonz's right to security, and se forth.
But what is contained in draft resolution A/C.1/3L/L.33/Rev.l does not
meet those conditions or thz specific facts of the problem posed by nuclear
disarmament, taking into aczount the respective means of the nuclear-weapon

Powers.
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(Mr, de T~ Corce, France)

Under the draft resclution on which the Committee has just voted,
the Committee on Disarmament must at the very beginning of its 1980 session
undertake preparatory consultations on negotiations as a matter of
priority, with the participation of all the nuclear-weapon States, with

a view to achieving the cessation of the nuclear arms race, and nuclear

disarmament .
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(Mr. de La Corce, France)

In fact., the volume and the continuing technical sovhistication of the
arsenals of the two leading nuclear Powers constitute the main aspect of the
vroblem. for their capabilities are out of all proportion greater than those
of the other Powers. Having recognized this basic fact and the risks that it
involves , those two Towers have defined a specific approach., namely, the
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT). The French Covernment is well aware
of the imvortance of those negotiations and hopes that they will lead to very
substantial reductions of the nuclear armements of those Powers. That was
the wish expressed this year to the Cenersl Assembly by my country's Minister
for ?oreign Affairs, Mr. Frangois-Foncet, who added:

“As for France, it would take arpropriate action on the basis of
such reductions only if there were a change in the extent of the disparity
persisting between those two arsenals and its own arsenal, which France
keeps at its disposal to ensure the security and credibility of its

deterrent” (A/34/FV.9, p. L2).

That is why. as far as the French Covernment is concerned. nuclear
disarmament in the vnresent circumstances remains the main responsibility of the
two leading Towers. It therefore wishes on this occasion to express its basic
objection to preparations, &t this stage. for negotiations with the participation
of the five nuclear-weaspon T'owers, negotiations the conditions for which., in

our view, have not been met.
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Vr, RUDOFEKY (Austria): In the course of the general debate in

this Cormittee the Austrian delegation had the opnortunity to refer at some
length to gquestions of nuclear disarmament and to elaborate on the position

of the Austrian Government concerning some of the most urgent issues in this
regard. In explaining the vote of the Austrian delesmation on draft resolution
A/C.1/3L/L.33/Tev.1, T shall therefore limit myself to those considerstions which
have a direct hearings on this draft resolution.

Austrie welcomes the decision of the Committee on Disarmament to include
on its agenda an item on the cessation of the nuclear arms race and on nuclear
disarmament, and we appreciate the fact that durinc the first two sessions
of the Committee its members have embarked on a serious consideration of these
questions, in the course of vhich a number of interesting proposals and vievs
have been presented. Ve believe that the Comittee on Disarmament has not only
the right but elso, by virtue of relevant General Assenbly resolutions, the duty
to discuss and negotiate on guestions of nuclear disarmament.

In the view of the Austrian delegation, these discussions and negotiations
have to be based on a number of basic regquirements., First. the work of the
Committee on Disarmament in this field must be placed within the frawmeworlk of
paragraphs 29 and 47 to 50 of the Final Document of the specisl session on
disarmament. Any concrete mandate for multilateral negotiations on nuclear
disarmament should therefore refer to all the elements contained in these
provisions and, in particular, in paragraph 50 of the Final Document. Secondly,
such negotiations must not jeopardize the existing balance of power. Therefore,
the participation of individual nuclear-weapon States and the cblisations they
would have to assume at the outcome of such negotiations must be commensurate
with their total military strensth. including nuclear as well as
conventional weapons. Thirdly, adegquate verification is an indisnensable element
in all disarmament efforts and for measures of nuclear disarmament in particular.
Therefore, such negotiations as are envisaged in draft resolution A/C.1/3L4/L.33/Rev.1
will have to include an in-depth consideration of adequate methods of verification.

Tepotintions on all aspects of nuclear disarmament are of a very delicate
and complex nature. Therefore, it is all the more important that negotiations
on individual aspects of nuclear disarmament be continued in parallel with

negotiations of a comprehensive nature or be teken up as soon as vpossible.



RG/15 AJC.3/34/PV,
()U

({r. RPudofsky, Austriz)

Jlultileteral negotiations on mnuclear disarmament must be seen in conjunction
with the Strateglc Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) between the two
leadin: nuclear-weapon States. Ty delesetion has expressed the hope that the
two parties to the SBALT treaties will continue their negotiations with a view
to arrivins at more Tar--reaching agreenents in accordance with the Final Document,
Wltilateral nerotiations ©1 nueclear issues, vhich, in the view of the Austrian
delegation, can be conductel in parallel with the bilateral SALT process, should
not constitute any impediment to this process.

liy delecation is of thie view that the draft resolution in the revigsed form
ro hefore us is of a suffiziently broad and general nature as to encompass
all these considerations. In view of this fact, vy delegation was in a position
to cast o positive vote - o position vhich, hovever, should be seen in the light
of this explanation of vote,

T should like to add one specific reservation which my delegation has

h regard to the third presmbular parasrash referring to parasraph 5h of the
Mnal Document, which speaks of "political and international legal measures
to strensthen the security of iﬁil?AStates”, This formulation, on which my
deleration already expressed explicit reservations at the time of the adoption
of the Finazl Document, is of a very ambigucus nature and leaves us in

“

doubt as to vhat specific measures are to be considered. Austria reserves its

right  to give its vievs on such weasures whenever individual proposals on them

come un for calscussion.
I should lile further to add, with respect to the wording in operative

narasrach 2, that ny delegetion considers the words "with the participation of
all nuclesr-weapon States” superfluous. This vordins should not be construed in

a way which might hawmer the initiation of the negotiating process.
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Mr. SUMMIRHAYES (United Kincdom): I wish to explain why my deleration

has just cast its vote against draft resolution A/C.1/3L/L.23/Rev.l - or perhaps
cne should call it A/C.1/3L/1.33/Rev.2.

The sponsors of this draft resolution will know that wy delegation
commented in detail in the Committee on Disarmament on the proposal which ig
at the basis of this draft resolution. I do not wish to repeat those observations

o

novr, but it seems to my delegation that the reservations we expressel

[N
[

the nast are still relevant at this stase.

Ag we wade clear, my Government attaches importance to the search for
spocific measures of nuclear disarmament and is already varticinating in the
comprenensive test-ban negotiations with a view to reaching agreement on one
such specific measure vwhich will involve carefully worked-out methods of
verification., e continue to believe that this approach has greater validity
than one vhich envisages generalized measures.

I Goverrnment also believes, as it has stated on previous occasions,

thnt the ain should be undiminished security for all States at a lower level

i~y

of risk and armament. ¥e do not believe that this aim can be realized by
concentrating on the question of nuclear disarmament in isolation. On the
contrary, such an approach would, in our view, be destabilizing, and it was

or those reasons that we voted azainst the draft resolution.
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Mr. RO§§EQE§_(Cyprus)f My delegation voted for draft resoclution
A/C.1/34/1..33/Rev.1l because it certainly is a positive resolution, particularly
at a time when we realize, from the developments in the world, that we are
moving into a period of conplete collapse of international legal order.

Terhaps the signs are not as ominous as they might appear at first, but

it is a reality that we ar: gradually slipping into a world of no legal order.
The reasons for that are n>t to be explained at this moment, but any step towards
bringing a halt to the arms race is welcome., We do not know to what extent it
may succeed, and the danger is that it may not succeed, but I should like to
point out in particular thit operative paragraph 2 reguests the Committee on
Disarmament to initiate, a3z a matter of high priority, negotiations with the
participation of all nuclear-weapon-States on the question of the cessation of
the arms race. We realiz:> the difficulties for any agreement on the cessation
of the arms race, particularly as some of the nuclear Powers consider themselves
very much below any level > balance of nuclear weapons. Even between the two
super-rowers there is the idea that one is not sufficiently advanced and that the
other 1is nmore advanced. Taerefore, it will be very difficult to arrive at

an agreement for the cesgsabion of the arms race because of these ideas and these
differences, which may or nay not be true.

Therefore., I would have thought that parallel with the negotiations on the
guestion of the cessation of the arms race there could be agreement on a temporary
halt to or a moratorium on nuclear weapons coupetition, until a way is found for the
complete cessation of the nuclear arms race. There could be a temporary
moratorium to allow time for consideration. To attempt guickly to agree on

cegsation involves difficulties and time is of the essence in the matbter.
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(Mr. Rossides, Cyprus)

That is why my delegation has voted for the draft resolution on the general
grounds of cur support for the cessation of the nuclear arms race., At the same
time we realize the difficulties involved and the need to proceed first with a
moratorium or a temporary halt, which is much easier to agree upon as an
interim measure, Unfortunately, we still rely on the outmoded concept of
the balance of power or rather the balance of weapons, and that is an
impediment to the cessation of the nuclear arms race, Fach side wants to
attain or maintain a balance, and for that purpose proceeds with armaments,
whether nuclear or conventional.

Cyprus is not a member of the Committee on Disarmament and thérefore we
could not express our views there, but I submit here that every effort should
be made to halt the arms race, because unless we halt the arms race we can
aever make any progress towards reducing armaments. Tt is illogical to
expect nations to reduce armaments while the arms race continues. Therefore,
a temporary halt to the arms race or a moratorium would be most beneficial
in every way. I believe that can be achieved, and it should be considered
by the nuclear Powers when they start their negotiations - if they do start
them - on the cesgsation of the arms race, as a necessary step in that
direction. It would also be a way of proceeding towards international
security by means other than armaments, that is, towards collective security
through the United Nations, in accordance with the Charter, so that it may
be possible to halt the arms race and subsequently to achieve its complete

cessation.
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lir, PFEIFFER (Fed>ral Republic of Cermany): My delegation abstained

in the vote on draft resolution A/C.1/3L4/L.33/Rev.l. This draft resolution deals

with a most serious matter which, in the view of my delegation, reguires a very

careful approach in order to prevent any misunderstanding and not to be misleading.

In the view of my delepgation. the proposal that the Committee on Disarmament

should deal with nuclear disarmament problems in all their aspects, as formulated.

is simply not realistic. Ve can best approach the guestion of nuclear
disarmament by taking up and concentratirg on specific measures. In supporting
this approach, my delegaticn believes that the recommendation in paragraph 50
of the Final Document should be strictly followed and that agreements should

be negotiated in appropriate stages and with adequate measures of verification.

if the draft resolution had contained an appeal to the nuclear-weapon States

to undertake negotiations on the lines recommended in paragraph 50 of the
Final Document, to which T have just referred, and had requested the Committee
on Disarmament to continue its work on the cessation of the nuclear arms race
and nuclear  disarmament, then the position of my delegation would have been

different.

The CHATIRMAN: Tae Committee has now concluded its consideration of
draft resolution A/C.1/34/L.33/Rev.l.

The Commnittee will now take action on the draft resolution contained in
document A/C.1/34/L.36, entitled “Committee on Disarmament”. This draft
resolution is sponsored by Burma and was introduced by the representative of
Burma at the 39th meeting of the First Committee on 21 November 1979.

The financial implications of this draft resclution have been indicated
in document A/C.1/3L/L.50.

The Chajirman of the (Committee on Disarmament has requested that this
draft resolution be adopted without vote. As there is no cbjection, it is so
decided,

Draft resolution A/C,1/34/L.36 was adopted.
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The CHAIRMAN: I shall now call on those representatives who wish %o

explain their position.

lr. FISHER (United States of America): We read the statement of
financial implications in the time available to us. Frankly we do not completely
understand the rather heavy expenditures in the year 1979. That year
is almost behind us, yet we note the sum of $520,000. I did not
object to the draft resolution being adopted by consensus, but I should like

to reserve our position on this aspect in order to examine it more carefully.

Mr. SUMMERHAYES (United Kingdom): I, too, should like to make
a brief comment on draft resolution A/C.1/3L4/L.36, which has just been adopted.

My comment does not concern the main purpose of the resolution, which we fully
support, but the statement of financial implications contained in A/C.1/34/L.50.
My delegation received this document only this afterncon and a superficial
reading of the information in it suggests that there are aspects of the
secretarial and document services for the Committee on Disarmament which will
cost large sums of money, by which we mean something more than half a million
dollars. This, in our view, requires further consideration.

Therefore, I should like to have it recorded that our approval of draft
resolution A/C.1/34/L.36 is without prejudice to the eventual decisions on

various matters raised in document A/C.1/34/L.50.

Mr. PETROVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation

from Russian): The Soviet delegation would like it +o be recorded that in
voting for the draft resclution which has just been adopted we, at the same
time, reserve our right to decide our attitude regarding the financial

implications of that resolution as contained in document A/C.1/34/L.50 at a

later stapge.
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Mr. MORENO (Italy) (interpretation from French): My delesation would
like to reserve its position with regard to document A/C.1/34/L.50, which contains
the financial implications >f draft resolution A/C.1/3L/L.36, which has just been
adopted by consensus.

We have only just received A/C.1/34/L.50, and we should like to have time to

examine it in greater detail.

The CHATIRMAN: Thes Committee has concluded its consideration of draft
resolution A/C.1/34/L.36.

ORGANTIZATION OF WORK

The CHAIRMAW: We have now concluded our work on disarmament items with

the exception of the draft resolutions on the Indian Ocean in document A/34/29,
because of their financial implications. It is hoped that the document concerning
those financial implications will be ready by tomorrow, at which time we shall be
able to conclude our work on disarmament.

On Wednesday morning, we shall begin our debate on agenda item 122, and on
30 TWovember we shall deal with the guestion of the inadmissibility of the policy of
hegeronism - agenda item 126. The deadline for the closure of the list of speakers
has been set, and the list of speakers on agenda item 46 will be closed on

3 December.

Mr. FARRUGIA (Malta): When the delegation of Malta spoke on agenda

item 126, on the inadmissitility of the policy of hegemonism in international
relations, we stated that it was our intention to elaborate further on this item
vhen it came up for discussion at a later stage.

However, when we recertly attempted to inscribe our name on the list of
speakers in the discussion of agenda item 126, scheduled for Friday, 30 Wovember,
we were informed that we cculd only be put on the waiting list of speakers without
any promise or guarantee that we would be called upon. Furthermore, it appears
that the number of delegations on the waiting list of speakers on this agenda item

is almost equal to the numter of speakers actually inscribed.
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My delegation, therefore, would like to put on record that the only alternative
available to it is not to participate in the discussion on agenda item 126, for
which only two meetings have been reserved, on Friday, 30 November.

In view of these circumstances, we appeal to you, Sir, to find a way of

accommodating the 12 or so delegations inscribed on the waiting list of speakers.

The CHAIRMAN: In ansver to the question raised by the representative of

Malta, T would like to say that the solution to the problem posed by the discussion
of agenda item 126 is very simple. If delegates who have inscribed their names on
the list to speak on this item will make their statements bearing in mind the time
that we have for dealing with this question, all delegates will be able to speak.

If I may say so, I feel it is being rather hasty to decide not to participate
because one's name has not been specifically inscribed to speak on an item, and T
hope that the representative of Malta will reconsider his position.

We had some time to discuss this before we began our deliberations on
dilsarmament items, and at that time it was explained that only two meetings could
be devoted to this item given the limited time available to us.

At this stage I do not see any need to alter that decision, but I will do
everything in my power to see that each delegate who wishes to speak on the item
can do so. This also depends upon the co-operation of members, which they have
given in the past. 7T am sure that if the same co-operation is given in the future
it will be possible to accommodate all the speakers who have inscribed their names
on the list, including those on the waiting list.

I trust that this answers the question raised by the representative of Malta
and also satisfies any other delegation that may have encountered the same

situation.

The meeting rose at 5.50 p.m.






